Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.
I. INTRODUCTION
The Asian Development Bank's (ADB) Strategy 2020 identifies the achievement of inclusive economic growth as one of three development agendas for the Asia and Pacific region (ADB, 2008) . Inclusive economic growth is defined as high, sustainable growth that creates and expands economic opportunity, and provides broader access to these opportunities so all members of society can participate in and benefit from growth. Zhuang (2007, 2010) summarize the concept as "growth coupled with equality of opportunity."
Inclusive growth emphasizes the achievement of equality regardless of individual circumstances. The emphasis on circumstances is a feature of the philosophical origins of the concept, and marks an important break from earlier thinking. Roemer (1998 Roemer ( , 2006 Roemer ( , 2011 , for example, highlights that objectives such as income or life expectancy are a result of circumstances, policy, and effort. Circumstances are factors beyond an individual's control, such as family background, culture, and gender. He argues that the state should use policy to address inequality arising from different circumstances, but inequality that arises from differences in effort do not necessarily warrant state action. This is because the individual should share responsibility for their own effort.
Inclusive growth thus shifts from an emphasis on correcting inequality in economic objectives, more commonly described as development outcomes. It instead focuses attention on correcting factors beyond an individual's control that constitute inequality in opportunity.
Because inclusive economic growth has two aims-expanding aggregate opportunity and improving the distribution of opportunity-assessing whether it has been achieved requires a view on the relative importance of the two aims. It also requires a view on the weighting attached to different members of society, such as an egalitarian weighting or one that gives more weight to the disadvantaged. This weighting is required to allow comparisons of the social merit of different inequitable distributions.
This study assesses whether growth has been inclusive in Asia and the Pacific by preparing a distribution weighted measure of opportunity. This is the simple average of an opportunity indicator adjusted for the inequality in its distribution. This measure of opportunity steps beyond the use of economy-wide indicators, which cannot shed light on inclusiveness because they are silent on distributional issues. The measure also steps beyond the examination of the urban-rural divide and of gender imbalance to look at equity across living standards. This allows an assessment of progress in creating opportunity for the poorer members of society.
Distribution weighted measures of opportunity are prepared for 22 developing member countries of the ADB, which collectively account for more than half of the Asia and Pacific's population. The earliest data are for 1990-1991 and the latest for 2011. While data gaps prevent a comprehensive assessment, a picture is painted of growth becoming more inclusive. The economies are growing, access to opportunity is generally on the rise, and inequality in opportunity is generally in decline. A number of countries have essentially achieved the target of equality in the provision of basic opportunities. There is nonetheless considerable room for further gains, particularly in South and Southeast Asia where inequality is relatively high.
The next section outlines the methodology for preparing a distribution weighted measure of opportunity. The subsequent section presents the data used in the study, and estimates of the distribution weighted measure of opportunity. The findings of the study are then presented based on an analysis of changes over time and the distribution of opportunity. The final section presents observations and suggestions.
II. METHODOLOGY
Opportunity can be thought of as the combination of circumstances and policy. Opportunity is exogenous to an individual, and is free of the influence of that individual's effort. Two main approaches have been used to define opportunity. One approach is to identify circumstance and policy variables, and to use statistical techniques to isolate the portion of another variable of interest that is explained by the circumstance and policy variables. Examples of this approach include Bourguignon, Ferreira, and Menéndez (2003) ; de Barros et al. (2009) ; Molinas et al. (2010) ; ADB (2012) , and Son (2012) . A second approach is to identify variables that are expected to be dominated by circumstances and policy, and to use that variable as a proxy for opportunity. This approach relies on distinguishing what can be thought of as 'effort light' variables from 'effort heavy' variables. The studies of Ali and Son (2007a, b) and Son (2011) are examples of this approach. This study applies the second approach.
In practice, it can be difficult to define an effort light indicator for an adult that can be used as a proxy for opportunity. This is because adults normally have some ability to exert effort to influence what is available to them. For example, the availability of publicly supplied electricity can be thought of as exogenous to an adult if they are unable to move location; either the area they live in does, or does not, have electricity. But if an adult could with effort move to areas with electricity, then the availability of electricity is not truly an exogenous opportunity. The task can be made more manageable by drawing on the view, such as presented by Roemer (2011) , that up to a certain age children cannot be held responsible for what is available to them. Hence, defining opportunity from the perspective of a child simplifies the task, as a variable relating to a child can more reliably be considered independent of effort. This argument underlies the examination of human opportunity in South America by de Barros et al. (2009) and Molinas et al. (2010) , which is undertaken from the perspective of children.
This study focuses on variables that can be considered proxies for opportunity-i.e., opportunity indicators-that are determined by circumstance and policy. A distinction is made between what are for convenience termed Type I and Type II opportunity indicators. Type I opportunity indicators are those that are considered exogenous, or close to exogenous, to a household or child. They are considered effort light. Type II opportunity indicators embody more effort.
For example, one indicator used is the availability of a skilled attendant at the birth of a child. This is a function of the coverage of basic health care, which can be considered exogenous to a child. The study also reports the infant mortality rate. While this variable is defined from the perspective of a child, it is arguably truly a household variable. It is likely to be a result of a range of determinants. Some will be exogenous to a household, such as the availability of a skilled attendant at birth, and others that are likely to be endogenous to a household, such as household income. The availability of a skilled attendant at birth is termed a Type I opportunity indicator, whereas the infant mortality rate is termed a Type II opportunity indicator.
Because of uncertainty as to whether the Type II indicators are effort light or effort heavy, the study's conclusions place most emphasis on the Type I indicators.
The distribution of an opportunity can be summarized through opportunity curves. Given an overarching interest in the reduction in poverty, the study focuses on the distribution of opportunity across (five) living standard groups. The opportunities curves are demonstrated in Figures 1 to 3. 2006-2007 1990-1991 Most opportunity indicators used show coverage of a service, such as the assistance at births by health professionals shown at Figure 1 , and the completion rate for primary school for women shown at Figure 2. For these opportunities, an improvement is shown by a rise or flattening in the opportunity curve over time. Some opportunities show the incidence of a problem, such as the infant mortality rate shown at Figure 3. For these opportunities, an improvement is shown by a fall or flattening in the opportunity curve over time.
The opportunity curves of Figures 1-3 show a pattern that is typical across the indicators used in the study. Those on higher living standards generally enjoy better opportunity than those on lower living standards, and opportunity is generally improving over time. In some cases, equality of opportunity has almost been achieved, but in most case there is a large gap in opportunity between the poorest and the richest. There is also considerable variability across countries.
To assess progress towards achieving inclusive growth, a summary measure is needed of the overall change in opportunity and the distribution of the opportunity. Such a measure must be explicit on the weighting attached to different individuals, as such a weighting is needed to determine whether one distribution is superior to another.
A number of approaches have been used to prepare such a measure of opportunity. De Barros et al. (2009) , Molinas et al. (2010) , ADB (2012), and Son (2012) use the dissimilarity index. This can be interpreted as the fraction of better-off people whose access to an opportunity would have to be reassigned to worse-of people in order to achieve equality of opportunity. Son (2011) utilizes the Bonferroni index, which is based on the Bonferroni curve. The Bonferroni curve ranks individuals by living standards and shows the average value of an economic variable for those on lower living standards compared to the average value of the variable across all living standards. Son (2011) and Sugden (forthcoming) apply the concentration index, which is based on the concentration curve.
A concentration curve is similar to the widely known Lorenz curve. A concentration curve can be shown as the cumulative proportion of the economic variable of interest on the y axis and the cumulative proportion of a measure of living standards on the x axis. Comparisons can then be made with a line of equality. Unlike a Lorenz curve, a concentration curve can lie either above or below the line of equality. An illustrative concentration curve is shown in Figure 4 for a hypothetical economic opportunity. For an opportunity that increases with living standards, a concentration curve below the line of equality (curve A in Figure 4 ) represents a distribution in favor of those with higher living standards (i.e., a pro-rich distribution), while a concentration curve above the line of equality (curve B in Figure 4 ) represents a distribution in favor of those with lower living standards (i.e., a pro-poor distribution). The gini coefficient provides a summary of income inequality represented by the Lorenz curve. The concentration index is the equivalent of the gini coefficient for the concentration curve. It provides a summary of inequality in the distribution of the economic variable represented by the concentration curve. The concentration index is one minus twice the area under the concentration curve. The index ranges between -1 and 1. The main difference between these three approaches to measuring opportunity is the method for weighting individuals. Son (2011) shows that the dissimilarity index attaches equal weights to all individuals with a below average living standard, and equal weights to all individuals with an above average living standard, and hence is not 'pro-poor'. The Bonferroni index and concentration index give more weight to the poor, with the weight increasing as living standards decline.
This study prefers the concentration index over the dissimilarity index because it has the ethically desirable feature of giving a higher weight to individuals as living standards decline. Both the concentration index and Bonferroni index have this feature. The concentration index is preferred for practical reasons, one being the ease of varying the weighting of the distribution, which is set by an aversion to inequality parameter. Under the standard assumption, the poorest individual receives a weight close to 2 while the richest member receives a weight close to zero. This can be easily varied to give more weight to those on lower living standards.
The summary measure of opportunity used in the study is the simple average of the opportunity indicator multiplied by one minus the concentration index for that indicator. Following Wagstaff (2002) , this is termed the achievement measure.
To illustrate, consider the access to an opportunity where the variable is 1 when the individual has access, and 0 when there is no access. The simple average share of the variable across the population ranges from 0%, being a situation where no one has access, to 100% when all have access. If only the person on the lowest living standard has access, the concentration index is -1, and the achievement measure is twice the simple average. If only the person on the highest living standard has access, the concentration index is 1. In which case, the achievement measure is zero, because the simple average is multiplied by 1 minus 1 (i.e., multiplied by zero). If instead all individuals have access, the concentration index is zero, and the achievement measure equals the simple average, which is 100%.
Following Sugden (2012) , this paper adopts a working definition of inclusive growth as a situation where the achievement measure increases over time, when a high and sustainable rate of economic growth is also in place. Under this definition, inclusive growth can occur even if the distribution of opportunity becomes more inequitable. This is possible if the positive of an overall rise in opportunity outweighs the negative of higher inequality. Growth can also be inclusive if overall opportunity falls, provided the decline in inequality is large enough. If both the overall opportunity rises and inequality declines, growth is unambiguously inclusive.
It can also be concluded that growth has been inclusive if the distribution of opportunity is now equitable, because this can only be achieved if the growth path was an inclusive one.
III. DATA OVERVIEW
The data used in the study are drawn from the demographic and health surveys (DHSs) available from the MEASURE DHS web site (see the STAT complier of ICF International (2012) and the country reports available at http://www.measuredhs.com/pubs). The surveys provide data on a range of health, education, and what can be considered infrastructure-related opportunity indicators. These are ranked by living standards, where living standards are represented by asset holdings rather than the usual measures of income or consumption.
1 Data ranked by five living standard groups were collected for 22 developing member countries of the ADB, with the earliest data for 1990-1991 and the latest for 2011.
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The choice of opportunity indicators is a key decision. Rather than having to capture all dimensions of opportunity relevant to inclusive growth, it is assumed to be sufficient to identify indicators that they are representative of the general availability of opportunity. As noted above, the methodology relies on the use of indicators that can be considered exogenous, or close to exogenous, to a household or child. A distinction is made between Type I opportunity indicators, that are considered effort light, and Type II opportunity indicators that embody more effort.
The Type I health opportunity indicators are: the share of births attended by a doctor, nurse/assistant nurse, or health professional (the addition of the two); the share of births in a health facility; the share of children fully vaccinated; and the share of children that receive vitamin A supplements. The Type II health opportunity indicators are the: share of children with fever or acute respiratory illness; child nutritional status, as shown by the share of children that are stunted, wasted or underweight; and the infant and child mortality rates.
The Type I education opportunity indicators are the share of women and men that completed at least some primary. The Type II education opportunity indicators are the literacy rate of women and men, and the share of women and men that completed secondary school or a higher level of learning. Education data are only readily available for adults aged 15-49 years. But on the basis that most schooling education is undertaken as a child, the education indicators are interpreted as representative of the education available to children.
Direct measurements of the availability of infrastructure are not readily available. But some indirect measures are available, and they are adopted as infrastructure-related opportunity indicators. These are three Type I indicators-whether women identify having to take transport, or distance as serious barriers to health care, and the share of children whose stools are disposed of safely-and a Type II indicator, the share of children with diarrhea. The first two indicators are of road transport, while the last two are indicators of water and sanitation.
The full data set is provided at Appendix 1 The distribution of opportunity is summarized in Figure 5 . 3 The relationship between concentration indexes and achievement measures for these opportunity indicators are summarized at Figures 6-9.
Figure 5: The Distribution of Opportunity
Note: The figure shows the share of indicators that are distributed in favor of the poor or the non-poor. It is based on the concentration index calculated for an aversion to inequality parameter of 2. A negative concentration index is interpreted as a distribution that favors the poor, with a positive concentration index interpreted as a distribution that favors the non-poor. Where relevant, data are for births in the preceding 3 years, or where this is not available, the preceding 5 years. Sources: Author's estimates based on the STATcompiler and country demographic and health survey reports available at ICF International (2012) and Government of Timor-Leste and the UNICEF (2003).
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For some variables (e.g., the infant mortality rate), a decline in value represents an improvement. To maintain a consistent terminology throughout, the negative of the standard concentration index is presented for variables for which a lower value is an improvement in opportunity (and the achievement measure is the simple average multiplied by one plus the standard concentration index). This ensures that concentration indices presented in the paper are positive when the distribution is pro-rich distribution, and negative when the distribution is pro-poor. There is considerable variation in results over the 20-year period and across the 22 countries, ranging from near universal coverage and equality, to very little and unequal coverage. Some general observations can nonetheless be made on the data.
As summarized in Figure 5 , the distribution of opportunity is typically pro-rich; i.e., is in favor of those on higher living standards. The most pro-poor opportunity is the availability of assistance at birth from a nurse/assistant nurse. This distribution is, however, generally pro-poor when there is a high coverage of assistance at births by doctors. In these cases, assistance from a nurse or assistance nurse is in the nature of an 'inferior' opportunity (similar to the concept of an inferior good), being an opportunity that is more likely to be available to the poor than the rich. The interpretation of an increase in availability of an inferior opportunity is unclear. It could represent either a desirable improvement for poor people, or have a negative interpretation of a failure to make a superior, optimal opportunity available. Overall, the distribution of the attendance at birth by a health professional is typically pro-rich.
The opportunity indicators for education fit the conventional view that males typically have better education opportunity than females. The achievement measure is typically in favor of males, being higher for males than for females. And the distribution of opportunity for males is typically more equal than the distribution of opportunity for females (i.e., the concentration index is positive and higher for women).
For opportunity indicators that are measures of service coverage, notably the availability of basic health and education services, the distribution is more equal at higher rates of coverage. The Type I infrastructure-related indicators suggest this is also be the case for basic infrastructure services, although the relationship is not as strong. In the extreme when there is universal coverage, the concentration index must be zero, as the coverage rate is 100% for all living standard groups. Hence, the concentration index will be low at high coverage rates. But the range of the concentration index can be wide at lower levels of coverage. The data suggest that inequality is generally higher at lower rates of coverage of basic services.
Low rates of service coverage do not, however, necessarily go hand-in-hand with inequality. There are a number of examples, such as the provision of vaccinations and the provision of Vitamin A supplements, of relatively equitable distributions at low rates of service coverage. There are also examples in education and the infrastructure-related indicators of relatively low inequality at low rates of service coverage. This confirms that reducing inequality in basic services is feasible even at low rates of coverage.
The Type II health indicators, which embody more effort, lack the same obvious relationship between achievement and inequality. Distributions are typically pro-rich, but the inequality in mortality rates, malnutrition rates, and the incidence of illness is not necessarily lower at higher levels of achievement improves. This suggests that, perhaps unexpectedly, inequality in health outcomes does not necessarily decline as health standards improve.
IV. FINDINGS
This study's preferred test of inclusive growth is whether the achievement measure has increased over time. This can only be applied when there are data for at least two periods, which limits the test to 11 countries in the sample: Armenia, Bangladesh, Cambodia, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Nepal, Pakistan, the Philippines, Timor-Leste, and Viet Nam. These 11 countries accounted for 54% of developing Asia's population in 2010. Figure 10 shows the share of achievement measures, by opportunity indicator, that have improved or deteriorated over time (for these 11 countries for all time periods). The achievement measures have increased for most Type I indicators across these 11 countries, and more often than not, also for the Type II indicators (detailed results are at Appendix 2). The improvements are more widespread for the education and health indicators than for the infrastructure-related indicators. As noted above, more weight is placed on the results for the Type I indicators as they are effort light. On this basis, a picture is painted of growth that has become more rather than less inclusive. This finding applies to all 11 countries.
For most achievement measures of the Type I opportunity indicators, the improvement is partly explained by an improvement in the distribution of opportunity. As shown at Figure 11 , the distribution of most Type I indicators became more equitable; i.e., changed in favor of those on lower living standards. The distribution of the education Type II indicators has also become more equitable. Most health Type II indicators, however, show the opposite of a distribution in opportunity that became more inequitable over time. The infrastructure-related Type II indicator lacks an obvious trend either way.
Figure 10: The Change in Opportunity Achievement
Note: The figure shows the share of the achievement measures derived for each indicator that have improved or deteriorated over time. It is based on the change for all available time periods for Armenia, Bangladesh, Cambodia, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Nepal, Pakistan, the Philippines, Timor-Leste, and Viet Nam. An aversion to inequality parameter of 2 is assumed. Where relevant, data are for births in the preceding 3 years, or where this is not available, the preceding 5 years. These patterns are reinforced by an examination of the long run change in the opportunity indicators. Figure 12 shows the annual average change in achievement and the concentration index from the earliest to the most recent year available. The achievement measure for most opportunity indicators, whether Type I or Type II, is found to have improved over the long run. 4 But only the Type I opportunity indicators show a clear trend of a long run improvement in distribution in most cases; i.e., 83% of 87 observations. While there is an improvement in many countries in the distribution of the Type II opportunity indicators, the distribution of most indicators became more inequitable; i.e., 57% of 89 observations.
Figure 12: Longrun Change
Note: The figure shows the change from the earliest to the latest time period for Armenia, Bangladesh, Cambodia, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Nepal, Pakistan, the Philippines, Timor-Leste, and Viet Nam. An aversion to inequality parameter of 2 is assumed. The figures show 87 data points for the Type I indicators, and 89 data points for the Type II indicators. Three outliers are excluded. Where relevant, data are for births in the preceding 3 years, or where this is not available, the preceding 5 years. Sources: Author's estimates based on the STATcompiler and country demographic and health survey reports available at ICF International (2012) A record of inclusive growth can also be inferred if the distribution of opportunity is equitable or close to equality, when a high and sustainable rate of economic growth is also in place. This is because the transition to a state of equality can only have been an inclusive one. An examination of the latest data is attractive from a practical perspective because it allows observations to be made on a larger set of countries, in this case all 22 countries of the sample rather than just the 11 countries reported earlier (Armenia, Bangladesh, Cambodia, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Nepal, Pakistan, the Philippines, Timor-Leste, and Viet Nam). This brings into the analysis Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Kiribati, the Kyrgyz Republic, the Maldives, Nauru, the Marshall Islands, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Turkmenistan, Tuvalu, and Uzbekistan.
Only the Central Asian economies included in the study convincingly pass this alternate test. As summarized in Figure 13 , the six Central Asian economies studied have achieved almost universal coverage of primary education, of the share of deliveries in a health facility, and the share of births assisted by a health professional. For these Type I opportunity indicators, the achievement measure is in most cases very close to its maximum of 100, and the concentration index is (and must be) close to zero, which shows a near equitable distribution of opportunity. They are also close to meeting this test of equality for the vaccination indicator.
5 On balance, it is concluded that growth in the Central Asian economies is likely to have also become more inclusive.
The Pacific Island economies meet this alternate test for the education and health opportunities. The results for other Type I opportunities, notably infrastructure, are mixed across the Pacific Islands economies. On balance, some Pacific Island economies have arguably achieve the test of equity in opportunity. But, with the possible exception of Samoa, they are yet to achieve a high, sustainable rate of growth. It is concluded that, with the possible exception of Samoa, the Pacific island economies of the study are yet to achieve inclusive growth.
There is a large gap between the averages for most opportunities for the Central Asian and Pacific island economies, and with those of the South or Southeast Asian economies of the sample. Most of the South or Southeast Asian economies fall short of passing this alternative test of having achieved equality. The Philippines is a partial exception because of the progress made towards universal access to education. But this progress is not matched in other areas of opportunity.
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The Central Asian economies are also shown as close to meeting this test for the share of children's stools disposed safely, but failing it for the Vitamin A and the transport related opportunities. These findings are not emphasized as they are based on results for a small number of countries. The above findings are insensitive to variations in the aversion to inequality, with similar results evident even when the aversion to inequality parameter is set at 4 (a sample of results at the higher aversion to inequality is provided in Appendix 2).
A final issue of interest is whether there is a relationship between changes in the distribution of opportunity and the distribution of income. As summarized in ADB (2012), developing Asia has achieved an impressive rate of economic growth and a large reduction in poverty. But income inequality is on the rise. In 11 Asian economies that account for about 82% of developing Asia's population, income disparities rose during the last two decades. For developing Asia as-a-whole, the Gini coefficient measure of inequality rose from 39 to 46 from the early 1990s to the late 2000s.
Returning to the 11 countries that have opportunity indicators for more than one periodcountries which account for about half of developing Asia's population-three of the countries saw income inequality rise from the early 1990s to the late 2000s-Bangladesh, India, and Indonesia. In contrast, the data from this study show India and Indonesia as sharing the best long record in improving the distribution of equality. Both improved the equity of distribution of all Type I opportunity indicators, and most of the Type II indicators. Bangladesh also has a relatively good record in improving the distribution of opportunity; the distribution of more than four-fifths of the Type I opportunity indicators has improved and the distribution of almost half of the Type II opportunity indicators has improved.
Two of the weakest performers in terms of improving the equity of distribution of opportunity, Kazakhstan and Timor-Leste, are two of the best performers in terms of reducing income inequality.
Hence the study is unable to identify an obvious relationship between changes in the distribution of opportunity and the distribution of income in Asia. 6 A key finding is that India and Indonesia have perhaps the best performance in improving equality of opportunity among the countries studied, but have seen the largest increase in income inequality in Asia and the Pacific. This suggests that good gains can be made in improving the inclusiveness of economic growth even if income inequality is rising.
There are a number of plausible explanations for this result. One is that economic growth was used to fund an expansion in service delivery that favored poorer members of society. The result could also be explained by the presence of lags. For example, it may take many years for (relative) income growth to respond to a more equitable distribution of access to opportunity. In which case, the distribution of opportunity would improve before the distribution of incomes does. Or, it may be that an improvement in basic opportunity is insufficient in itself to lift the relative rate of income growth. Other factors, such as location, the natural resource base, the enabling environment for business, or the quality of governance, probably also need to be favorable.
Hence, the study suggests that improvements in the distribution of opportunity may not go hand-in-hand with a more equitable distribution of income. Or to put this another way, the 6 ADB (2012) argues that inequality of opportunity is a crucial factor in widening income inequality in developing Asia. This study is unable to offer insights into the effects of inequality. But it does suggest that the widening income inequality in developing Asia probably should not be attributed to rising inequality of opportunity. This is mainly because inequality in at least the basic opportunity is generally declining. achievement of inclusive growth in Asia may not resolve the problem of rising income inequality. This indeed appears to be the record of the last two decades; i.e., inclusive growth was achieved in Asia even in the face of rising inequality.
The situation may be different in the Pacific Islands. Gaps in the data for the Pacific Islands hinder analysis of the region. But where data are available, income inequality is found to be in trend decline, in keeping with a relatively good performance on opportunity. 
V. OBSERVATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
The concept of inclusive economic growth, of "growth coupled with equality of opportunity", offers new directions in the pursuit of development. It is based on the view that the individual shares responsibility for their effort, and moves away from an emphasis on correcting inequality in economic outcomes. It focuses attention on opportunity and the correction of factors beyond an individual's control that lead to inequality of opportunity.
To understand if inclusive growth is achieved, it is necessary to examine changes in opportunity and in the distribution of opportunity. Measures of economic outcomes, such as income or poverty, are unsuitable as they combine the effect of both opportunity and effort. Economy-wide measures are also unsuitable, as they are silent on distributional issues. A simple repackaging of standard indicators will consequently fall short of capturing the richness of the new concept, and a new approach to measurement is required. This study has built on earlier work to demonstrate how the inclusiveness of economic growth can be measured by preparing a distribution weighted measure of opportunity.
The study finds that growth of 11 Asian economies studied-Armenia, Bangladesh, Cambodia, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Nepal, Pakistan, the Philippines, Timor-Leste, and Viet Nam-has become more inclusive. Evidence of inclusive growth is also found in a number of Central Asian economies. In Asia, access to opportunity is generally on the rise, and inequality in opportunity is generally in decline. A number of Asian economies have achieved the target of equality in the provision of key, basic opportunities. There is nonetheless considerable room for further gains in Asia. This is especially important in the South and Southeast Asian economies studied. Although inequality is generally in decline, it remains high.
While the Pacific Islands have a relatively good record in achieving equality in opportunity in health and education, the record in infrastructure is not as good and more importantly the region is yet to achieve high, sustainable growth. With the possible exception of Samoa, the Pacific island economies under this study are yet to achieve inclusive growth. An interesting question for these economies is whether the pursuit of a higher rate of economic growth would undermine institutional factors that have helped keep inequality low.
Although inclusive growth has been demonstrated as measurable, it lacks the crispness of the preceding concept of pro-poor growth. Summary measures can be prepared of the progress towards pro-poor growth, but summary measures are difficult to prepare for inclusive growth. One reason for this is a potential conflict with the underlying economic philosophy. Inclusive growth is in keeping with a pluralistic view of development, such as advocated by Roemer (1998 Roemer ( , 2006 Roemer ( , 2011 . Collapsing the range of indicators needed to understand whether growth is inclusive would run counter to this view. The second reason is the absence of a basis for preparing a summary measure, given the unobservable nature of the social welfare function.
These observations give rise to an important qualification on the findings of this study. While the underlying concepts of inclusive growth are common across countries, the expression of these concepts needs to be responsive to the country's social welfare function, and hence be country specific. That is, the basis for measuring inclusive growth should ideally be tailored to each country. Comparisons across countries of the inclusiveness of growth face a challenge in identifying indicators that are sufficiently meaningful in all countries.
This study has placed most emphasis on indicators of basic services provided to children, because they are 'effort light'. Indicators such as the share of deliveries made in a hospital, the share of deliveries assisted by a health professional, or the share of women and men that have completed primary school appear generally relevant for South and Southeast Asia, because most countries are well short of universal access. But they are potentially less relevant for Central Asia and the Pacific Island economies where more progress has been made towards universal coverage.
The distribution weighted measure of opportunity is a readily quantifiable expression of the goal of inclusive growth that is well suited for use in ADB's results frameworks; at a country, sector, and project level. Data are presented for 22 Asian and Pacific Island economies that allow the setting of the baseline needed for monitoring, as either a level or rate of change.
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